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CFA R1: Our review of the South Shore Project in relation to the Timber Waiver 
as compared to a proposed WDR has concluded that the WDR is the appropriate 
permitting mechanism under our regulations for the following reasons: a) the 
WDR provides regulatory consistency and certainty for the life of the South 
Shore project unlike the Timber Waiver which expires in 2014, b) the WDR 
provides flexibility to the LTBMU to choose when it needs to develop unit-
specific plans over the life of the WDR which may cover ten years or more, and 
c) the WDR allows the Water Board to identify project-specific BMPs that are 
different from BMPs in the Timber Waiver. 

CFA R2:.WDR Findings 15(d), 17, and 19 address the benefits associated with 
the South Shore Fuel Reduction Project. 

CFA R3:.The FEIS was written to specifically comply with the National 
Environmental Act but was not written to comply with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As the CEQA Lead Agency, the Water Board 
was required to add specific detail to many BMPs to disclose the steps that the 
LTBMU is expected to take to ensure that potential impacts are less than 
significant. 

CFA R4:.Same as Responses CFA R1 and CFA R3, with this addition: in the time 
period between the completion of the LTBMU Final EIS and the Water Board’s 
CEQA analysis, the USFS Regional Office adopted an updated Water Quality 
Management Handbook containing a number of new BMPs and these new 
BMPs are incorporated into the WDRs by reference. 

CFA R5:.Following the process specified in WDR Finding 19, the LTBMU staff and 
Water Board staff are developing the criteria and metrics for applying research 
and demonstration project information to the South Shore Project. Once the 
specific criteria and metrics are mutually agreed upon between both parties, 
then the findings from past projects will be evaluated for applicability to the 
South Shore project.  
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CFA R7: These suggested changes have been made in the WDR. 

FCA R6: Water Board staff has committed to responding expeditiously to field 
review requests; this means that most, if not all, field review requests will be 
conducted within about 48-72 hours, depending on available resources. Water 
Board staff will make every attempt to keep this project continuing so the 
LTBMU is able to meet its goals and protect water quality. Since the LTBMU 
staff has committed to developing annual or semi-annual detailed project plans 
for certain Treatment Units, such as some road and water course crossing 
upgrades, Water Board staff may need additional time beyond 48-72 hours to 
fully review the detailed plans. Depending upon the complexity of the site 
specific plans, the review may take a couple of weeks, but in no case will exceed 
30 days.  

CFA R8: The WDR has been modified by replacing “Soil Scientist” with 
“Watershed Specialist” and specifying that the specialist is properly trained and 
experienced to perform the specific requirement. 

CFA R9: same as Response CFA-R5, above. 

CFA R10: same as Responses CFA-R5 and CFA-R6, above. 
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CFA R11: same as Response CFA-R5, above. 

CFA R12: same as Response CFA-R5, above, with this addition: the Water Board 
staff will consider these ideas in cooperation with the LTBMU staff after the 
specific criteria and metrics have been developed. These criteria must be 
developed prior to considering information from research or demonstration 
projects before adjusting the WDR BMPs. 

CFA R13: The LTBMU uses “Special Aquatic Features”, which is defined in the 
Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment to “include: lakes, meadows, bogs, fens, 
wetlands, vernal pools, and springs.”  This term was added to the WDR since 
the CALFIRE classifications don’t distinguish between all of those features. 

CFA R14: BMP 26 has been modified to state that piling and burning shall be 
permitted ten feet or more from the edge of Class III or IV watercourse where 
slopes are less than 30% and twenty five feet or more from the edge of those 
watercourses for slopes greater than 30%. 

CFA R15: BMP 27 does not require hydrophobicity monitoring but requires 
effectiveness monitoring. Our review of this indicates that the required 
effectiveness monitoring is sufficient for the LTBMU to determine if adverse 
impacts have occurred from burn pile areas and the LTBMU has committed to 
address any identified significant impacts to make those impacts less than 
significant. 

CFA R16: The word “approximate” has been inserted to acknowledge the lack of 
precision in building burn piles. 

CFA R17:.Chipping, in some situations, may not adequately prevent transport of 
sediment from the road. 
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CFA R18: Text has been adjusted in this BMP to allow for suitable clean material 
other than rock to meet the purpose of not creating a hydraulic diversion or 
nick point that would exacerbate erosion. 

CFA R19: The requirement against using a rock-ripper has been deleted, but the 
performance requirement is left unchanged. 

CFA R20: This evaluation will be needed because the Basin Plan requires it 
when there is any new disturbance within stream environment zones. 

CFA R21: The LTBMU staff and Water Board staff have agreed that providing 
large scale or Unit-specific plans on a semi-annual or annual basis allows LTBMU 
staff the time and timing to meet its project goals while protecting water 
quality. 

CFA R22: WDR BMP #3 for landings that can’t be ripped due to rock content 
provides detail that is not in LTBMU RPM WS-27 and this specificity provides 
equal or better protection than WS-27.  The Watershed Specialist who makes 
the field call must justify his/her decision, and monitoring will reveal if the 
adjusted BMPs were adequate or in need of further mitigation measures. 

CFA R24: Implementing this BMP with large scale or Unit-specific plans on a 
semi-annual or annual basis allows LTBMU staff the time and timing to meet its 
project goals while protecting water quality. 

CFA R23: Our review of BMP #54b finds that the LTBMU can meet project goals 
while protecting water quality and beneficial uses. In the USFS WQ 
Management Handbook, BMP 2.8 provides greater design flow capacity, which 
states, “Design the stream crossing to pass the 100-year flood flow plus 
associated sediment and debris; armor to withstand design flows and to 
provide desired passage of fish and other aquatic organisms 

CFA R25: Implementing this BMP as specified in the WDR will enable the LTBMU 
to meet its project goals while protecting water quality and beneficial uses. This 
BMP is required regardless of flowing water is present, to prevent sediment 
delivery to the tributaries of Lake Tahoe. 
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